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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to correspondence filed 26 December 2006. This 
action is non-final. 

2. Claims 1 , 4-1 8, 21 , 24-36, 39-51 , 54-65 remain pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

. The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 16-18 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

5. Regarding claim 16, the claim reads in lines 5-7, "store an address of said 
network element in said neighbor pending list while said network element is in a process 
of establishing said bi-directional connectivity with said system". The claim fails to 
particularly point out what the applicant regards as the invention because it is unclear as 
to what the "process of establishing said bi-directional connectivity with said system" 
entails and what is required to actually perform this step or process. For purposes of 
examination the following interpretation has been applied: whenever a first network 
element is able to send and receive a message with a second network element then the 
two network elements have executed the "process of establishing said bi-directional 
connectivity" with each other. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 1,6-15, 21, 26-31, 33-36, 41-51. 56-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Ogier (US 7,031,288 B2) in view of Perlman et al. 
(US 5,805,818), hereinafter referred to as Perlman. 

9. Regarding claims 1 , 21 , 36 and 51 , Ogier teaches the establishment of bi- 
directional connectivity being accomplished between two nodes when it is determined 
that two nodes can send packets back and forth reliably (column 5, II. 3-7). Ogier 
teaches the use of HELLO messages to transmit node information sent which updates 
neighbors and performs neighbor discovery and these HELLO messages are received 
at neighbor nodes (col. 9, II. 1-2, col. 28. II. 29-35 and II. 52-56 and Figure 14). This 
step of transmitting HELLO messages is deemed functionally equivalent to the claimed 
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step of "receiving a first unreliable packet from said network element" because as 
defined by claim 2, an unreliable packet is one that does not require a response and 
Ogier's use of HELLO messages fall within the scope of the applicant's invention 
because the HELLO messages utilized do not require a response. Once a HELLO 
message is received at a network node, the node stores information related to the 
possible neighbor nodes (col. 9, 11. 53-60) which teaches on the "storing an address of 
said network element in a neighbor pending list, in response to receiving the first 
unreliable packet". Ogier teaches on the use of "neighbor ack" and "ack" messages in 
order to acknowledge neighbor nodes and establish "link-level" acknowledgements (col. 
9, II. 5-9) but does not explicitly teach the "sending a reliable packet to said network 
element; and if an acknowledgement to said reliable packet is received from said 
network element, accepting said network element as a neighbor" as required in order to 
establish the "bi-directional connectivity" between two neighbor nodes. However, in 
related art, Perlman teaches on these limitations. Perlman teaches on the requirement 
for neighbor nodes to send messages of affinnation in order to maintain their status as 
an "alive" neighbor node. As defined by the applicant, a "reliable packet" is a packet 
that requires a response. Perlman teaches on this aspect by teaching the method of 
sending a data packet which requires an acknowledgement in order to confirm the link 
as being "up" (column 8, II. 18-25). Once a neighbor responds by acknowledgement, 
the neighbor is considered confirmed which teaches on the aspect of "if an 
acknowledgement to said reliable packet is received from said network element, 
accepting said network element as a neighbor". Based on the written disclosure, it is 
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unclear what criteria is deemed necessary for "accepting" a network element as a 
neighbor, in other words, independent claim 1 lacks guidance as to what it means to be 
"accepted" as a neighbor because no functional step is performed currently within 
independent claim 1 when a neighbor node is "accepted". It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to combine the 
neighbor node acknowledgement method as taught by Perlman with the neighbor 
discovery method taught by Ogier. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to make such a combination as suggested by Ogier where it is necessary for 
bi-directional links to be maintained by being able to send information back forth 
between nodes reliably (column 5, II. 3-1 1) and by Perlman wherein it is suggested to 
affirm neighbor nodes quickly and efficiently (column 3, II. 55-59). 

10. Regarding claims 6, 26, 41 and 56, Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising determining if said address of said network element is in a dampening list 
(Ogier, col. 29, II. 39-45). The rationale and motivation used to combine Ogier and 
Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1 , 21 , 36 and 51 equally applies to claims 6, 
26, 41 and 56. 

1 1 . Regarding claims 7, 27, 42 and 57, Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising if said address of said network element is in said dampening list, updating a 
value of a reliability count of said network element to reflect higher reliability of said 
network element (Ogier, col. 29, II. 39-45). The rationale and motivation used to 
combine Ogier and Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 21 , 36 and 51 equally 
applies to claims 7, 27, 42 and 57. 
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12. Regarding claims 8, 28, 43, and 58,.Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising if said value of said reliability count is a maximum value, updating a value of 
a reliability count of said network element to reflect higher reliability of said network 
element (Ogier, coL 29, II. 39-45). The rationale and motivation used to combine Ogier 
and Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 21, 36 and 51 equally applies to claims 
8. 28, 43, and 58. 

13. Regarding claims 9, 29, 44, and 59, Ogier and Perlman the method wherein said 
maximum value is predetermined (Ogier, col. 27, II. 44-50). The rationale and 
motivation used to combine Ogier and Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 21, 
36 and 51 equally applies to claims 9, 29, 44, and 59. 

14. Regarding claims 10, 30, 45 and 60, Ogier and Perlman teach the method, 
wherein said maximum value is dynamically adjusted according to a traffic condition in 
said network (Ogier, col. 28, II. 19-26). The rationale and motivation used to combine 
Ogier and Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 21, 36 and 51 equally applies to 
claims 10, 30, 45 and 60. 

15. Regarding claims 1 1 , 31 , 46 and 61 , Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising if said network element is not in said dampening list, adding said address of 
said network element to said dampening list, and setting said value of said reliability 
count of said network element to said maximum value (Ogier, col. 29, II. 39-45). The 
rationale and motivation used to combine Ogier and Perlman utilized in the rejection of 
claims 1 , 21 , 36 and 51 equally applies to claims 1 1 , 31 , 46 and 61 . 
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16. Regarding claims 12, 47 and 62, Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising setting said neighbor hold count for said network element (Ogier, col. 29, II. 
39-45); and sending a second unreliable packet to said network element (Ogier, col. 28, 
IL 19-26). The rationale and motivation used to combine Ogier and Perlman utilized in 
the rejection of claims 1, 21, 36 and 51 equally applies to claims 12, 32, 47 and 62. 

17. Regarding claims 13, 33, 48 and 63, Ogier and Perlman the method further 
comprising initiating a neighbor pending timer (Ogier, col. 27, II. 65-67). The rationale 
and motivation used to combine Ogier and Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 
21, 36 and 51 equally applies to claims 13, 33, 48 and 63. 

18. Regarding claims 14, 34, 49 and 64, Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising if said acknowledgement to said reliable packet is not received before said 
neighbor pending timer expires, removing said address of said network element from 
said neighbor pending list, and updating said value of said reliability count to reflect 
lower reliability of said network element (Ogier, col. 29, II. 2-7). The rationale and 
motivation used to combine Ogier and Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 21, 
36 and 51 equally applies to claims 14, 34, 49 and 64. 

19. Regarding claims 15, 35, 50 and 65, Ogier and Perlman teach the method further 
comprising if said acknowledgement to said reliable packet is received before said 
neighbor pending timer expires (Ogier, col. 29, II. 2-7), moving said address of said 
network element from said neighbor pending list to said neighbor list, and (Ogier, col. 
29, II. 46-53), and removing said address of said network element from said dampening 
list (Ogier, col. 29, II. 46-53). The rationale and motivation used to combine Ogier and 



Application/Control Number: 10/010,919 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2142 

Perlman utilized in the rejection of claims 1, 21, 36 and 51 equally applies to claims 15, 
35, 50 and 65. 

20. Claims 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ogier in view of Perlman and further in view of Saleh et al. (US 6,856,627 B2), 
hereinafter referred to as Saleh. 

21. Regarding claim 16, Ogier, Perlman and Saleh teach a system for establishing 
bi-directional connectivity with a network element in a network comprising: 

a central processing module (Ogier, col. 3, II 52-60); and 
a neighbor pending list coupled to said central processing module, wherein said 
central processing module is configured to store an address of said network 
element in said neighbor pending list while said network element is in a process 
of establishing said bi-directional connectivity with said system (Ogier and 
Perlman, see rejection of claim 1); 

a dampening list coupled to said central processing module, wherein said 
dampening list is configured to store said address of said network element when 
a value of a reliability count is lower than a maximum value, and said maximum 
value is dynamically adjusted according to a traffic condition in said network (see 
. Ogier, col. 29, II. 39-45, and see Saleh, col. 11, lines 26-60). 
The use of a neighbor table is taught by Ogier, the neighbor table includes a 
"hold time" that counts down how long a neighbor node can be deemed reliable. The 
amount of time remaining is deemed functionally equivalent to the claimed "reliability 
count" and "maximum value" parameters. Ogier teaches the use of the hold count but 
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does not explicitly disclose how the hold count is set or adjusted based on network 
traffic conditions. However, in related art, Saleh teaches adjacent neighbor nodes 
nnonitoring reliability between neighboring nodes by using a quality of service technique 
of monitoring the interval in seconds between "hello" messages transmitted from 
neighboring nodes in order to be considered an active node and not be considered a 
dead or inactive node (see Saleh, col. 11, lines 51-60). Saleh teaches the interval being 
set by either node and basing the setting on networi< bandwidth available (network 
traffic conditions) (see Saleh, col. 1 1 , lines 32-47). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's Invention to modify the teachings 
of Ogier and Periman with the teachings of Saleh in order to adjust the interval between 
status messages from neighboring nodes in order to confirm activeness of the node (i.e. 
hello transmissions) based on the state of the network being used (network traffic 
conditions). One of ordinary skill' in the art would have been motivated to make this 
modification to Ogier and Periman in order to ensure the use of QoS parameters which 
would assist in ensuring that neighbor nodes are not deemed inactive or unavailable 
wrongfully (i.e. a condition wherein the neighboring node has no control and the fault is 
placed on the network). 

22. Regarding claim 17, Ogier, Periman and Saleh teach the system further 
comprising an input-output module coupled to said central processing module, wherein 
said input-output niodule is configured to provide input-output interface to said central 
processing module (see Ogier, col. 3, II. 52-60); and a counter module coupled to said 
central processing module, wherein said counter module is configured to provide at 
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least one of timing and counting functionality to said central processing module (see 
Ogier, col. 26, II. 5-15). The motivation to combine Ogier, Perlman and Saleh utilized in 
the rejection of claim 16 applies equally as well to claim 17. 

23. Regarding claim 18, Ogier and Saleh disclose the system further comprising a 
neighbor list coupled to said central processing module, wherein said neighbor list is 
configured to store said address of said network element after said bi-directional 
connectivity is established with said network element (see Ogier, col. 27, II. 59-62). The 
motivation to combine Ogier, Perlman and Saleh utilized in the rejection of claim 16 
applies equally as well to claim 18. 

24. Regarding claim 19, Ogier, Perlman and Saleh disclose the system wherein said 
maximum value is predetermined (see Saleh, col. 1 1 , lines 32-47). The motivation to 
combine Ogier, Perlman and Saleh utilized in the rejection of claim 16 applies equally 
as well to claim 19. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

25. Claims 4, 5, 24, 25, 32, 39, 40, 54 and 55 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

26. Applicants arguments filed 26 December 2006 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

27. (A) Applicant argues that the cited art fails to anticipate, teach, or suggest, 
"receiving a first unreliable packet" as recited in claim 1. The examiner respectfully 
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disagrees. An "unreliable packet" is defined briefly on page 3 in lines 20-22 of the filed 
disclosure as a packet that does not require a response. Examiner maintains that Ogier 
teaches within the scope by using different types of message transmissions as taught in 
column 6, lines 28-36, wherein it is taught by Ogier to use broadcast transmissions. It is 
deemed well known in the art that broadcast transmissions are distributed widely and to 
no network element or device in particular and therefore does not require a response. 
Therefore, Ogier teaches on the "receiving a first unreliable packet". 
28. (B) Applicant argues that the cited art fails to anticipate, teach, or suggest, 
"storing an address of said network element of said network element in a neighbor 
pending list, in response to receiving the first unreliable packet". Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. Ogier teaches in column 9, lines 53-60 the reception of information related 
to possible neighbor nodes and further teaches in column 27, line 58 - column 28, line 
45 the usage of a neighbor table that tracks information related to network neighbor 
nodes including identity (IP address), potential nodes, connected nodes, potentially lost 
nodes, and lost nodes. Therefore, Ogier teaches on the storage of network element 
addresses in a list that can act as a neighbor pending list in response to an unreliable 
packet. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin A. Ailes whose telephone number is (571)272- 
3899. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30-4, IFP Work Schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571)272-3868. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the PVivate PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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